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Structured Abstract: 
• Purpose: The paper aims to improve consumer awareness of the complexities of community living. 
It does this by clarifying how living in a managed community is different from a ‘traditional’ 
neighbourhood; and identifying matters that can become disputes. 
  
• Design/methodology/approach: The paper builds on research by other authors into strata scheme 
disputes by examining recent Queensland cases. 
 
• Findings: Many disputes appear to result from a lack of understanding of the complexities of 
community living. Matters that should be able to be easily resolved are therefore escalated to formal 
disputes. 
 
• Research limitations/implications: The paper considers law and cases from Queensland. The 
types of matters considered, however, are relevant for any managed community and therefore the 
research is relevant for all jurisdictions. The research will be of particular interest to jurisdictions 
looking to boost living density by increasing the development of managed communities.  
 
• Practical implications: The research will assist in consumer transactions by providing guidance as 
to the matters to be considering prior to moving into a managed community. More informed decision 
making by prospective residents will lead to a decreased likelihood of disputes arising. 
 
• Originality/value: The paper is an up-to-date consideration of the issues arising from community 
living. It highlights the benefits arising from increased consumer awareness of the complexities of 
community living and the potential for consumer education to reduce the number of disputes. 
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Living a managed community lifestyle: Lessons from Queensland 
Introduction 
Alternatives to the traditional Australian quarter-acre block (Flew, 2012) are needed for a variety of 
economic and social reasons. (Buys et al, 2007) As a consequence, the number and diversity of 
‘community’ schemes is predicted to grow. These schemes include apartment blocks; gated 
communities; (Flew, 2012) multi-titled golf complexes; (Whiteoak and Guilding, 2009) and formal and 
informal retirement villages (Cradduck and Blake, 2012). This article refers to such communities as 
‘managed’ communities. This is because, in addition to general laws applying to any form of home 
ownership, these communities are ‘managed’ by specific laws as well as rules that are peculiar to the 
relevant community. These rules (referred to in Queensland law and here as ‘by-laws’) are enforced 
more commonly by a group of elected residents (howsoever called) on behalf of the community as a 
whole. The by-laws in particular regulate the behaviour of residents and visitors in ways not arising in 
‘traditional’ neighbourhoods. In most managed communities, the use of common land, including areas 
over which you may have some form of exclusive right, will be governed by the by-laws. In some, 
more commonly retirement villages, there also are restrictions as to both sales methods that may be 
used and who is an eligible buyer.  
In the context of property ownership, the availability of the amenities of a managed community – for 
example the gym, swimming pool, library, community centre and/or barbeque areas – are attractive to 
both investors and potential residents. However, while the benefits attached to ‘your’ property, arising 
as a consequence of having access to such community amenities, are likely to increase your 
investment’s value; associated negatives will have the opposite effect. (Spencer v Cth (1907)) Any 
potential benefit must be weighed against any such matters. Disputes within a managed community 
may decrease the value of your asset. Worse still, disharmony within a community may lessen its 
attractiveness to potential buyers (Lo and Wang, 2012) leaving the current owners, who need to 
relocate to realise any gain, trapped and unable to recover their capital let alone make a gain. Where a 
complex is being developed in stages, disputes between occupiers of an earlier stage may adversely 
impact on the developer’s ability to sell units in later stages as well as the value of their remaining 
investment. 
Most potential and existing managed community residents have no understanding or appreciation of 
the issues that such close living brings. (Easthope et al, (2012)) While planning for new managed 
communities, developers and planners now try to address a variety of economic and social issues. 
(Maller, 2011) However, what appears to be overlooked in this process is how to address the issue of 
educating people as to how to live in close proximity to one another. Addressing this issue is relevant 
to reducing the number of disputes and their negative impact on value for both resident owners, 
investors and developers.  
The article aims to inform prospective and current residents as to how to avoid disputes as a 
mechanism for improving consumer awareness of the complexities of community living. It does this by 
clarifying how a managed community is different from a traditional neighbourhood; and identifying the 
more common types of matters that may become disputes. It is argued that greater consumer 
awareness, regarding the complexities of managed community living, will lead to more informed 
decision making by prospective residents. When prospective residents are fully informed, those for 
whom the peculiarities of managed community living are not acceptable will self-select not to move to 
this type of residential accommodation. This should lead to a reduction in the number of disputes and 
improve the amenity of the community for residents. 
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The article examines law and cases from Queensland, Australia. The desire for managed community 
living, however, and the issues that may arise are not unique to Australia. Throughout Asia in 
particular high-density accommodation, such as that seen in cities such as Hong Kong, is the norm. 
More recently in other areas in Asia there has been an increased interest in this type of living, as 
reflected in the growth of residential apartment buildings and gated communities that are being 
developed for both citizens and foreign residents. (Shen and Wu, 2012; Lo and Wang, 2012) In view of 
the support from governments for the development and use of managed communities as one 
mechanism for addressing increasing populations, the lessons to be learnt from Queensland will benefit 
residents from all jurisdictions, particularly those in countries/cities where high-density living is the 
norm and as more rural residents move to these areas. 
The rise in popularity of managed community living  
Wardner (2012) noted that the perceptions held by the public of commercial managed communities 
influence the decision making of the businesses that choose to move there. This is not unique to 
commercial operations. The introduction of display villages in the late 1960s (Johnson, 2012) set in 
motion the realisation of the importance of this in the domestic context.  More recently from a broader 
community perspective there has been a rising awareness of the negative impacts of unplanned 
economic and population growth or change. This has resulted in cities like Ipswich, Queensland 
planning as to how to maintain their unique community spirit. (Jansen et al, 2012)  
It is easy to see why the public’s perception of managed communities is that they are attractive. These 
communities can have all the benefits of resort living without any personal responsibility for 
maintenance. One benefit of managed communities, particularly those that are gated communities, is 
that they are designed to manage change and population growth. While not all amenities or homes may 
be built at the time you purchase your block (to build) or home (existing dwelling), there will be in 
place a strict plan for what can and will be built in the future as well as rules for how changes can be 
made, by whom and when, to what already exists. All this is designed to maintain and develop the 
amenity and attractiveness of the managed community. 
In the last decade the prevalence of managed communities in Australia has increased. (ABS, 2012; 
Easthope et al, 2012) Likewise, and building on regions/cities where high-density living is already well 
established, such communities are becoming more popular for domestic and foreign-national 
residential accommodation in Asia.  (Shen and Wu, 2012; Lo and Wang, 2012) Separate from 
perceptions of the attractiveness of this style of living, population drivers are supporting the need for 
more intense developments for residential accommodation purposes. Housing affordability is predicted 
to continue to be a problem. (MacKillop, 2012) Added to this is the fact that people are continuing to 
relocate to urban areas. (Forsyth, 2012) The consequence is, as available land becomes scarcer, the 
number of managed communities, with their denser style of development, will increase.  
Other than retirement villages, which are referred to as such, in Australia such managed communities 
are generally referred to as either strata schemes or community title schemes, and are managed on 
behalf of the owners by a body corporate, whose members are all owners of units in the complex. 
Some of the powers of the body corporate are delegated by the relevant laws to the body corporate 
committee, which is responsible for the day-to-day running of the complex. In international 
jurisdictions these committees can be referred to as resident committees, or owners’ corporations. In 
some countries/cities, an appointed manager handles all management of the building or complex 
separate from any day-to-day input from the owners. The result, however, is the same – there is an 
internal body that ‘oversees’ community life. For ease of reference to the Queensland laws, the article 
will use Queensland legal terminology. 
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Managed community v traditional neighbourhood 
While many managed communities, particularly very large ones, are not established as a strata scheme, 
it is becoming more common for them to be established as such or have a component, residential 
and/or commercial, that is part of a strata scheme. (Warnken et al, 2008) In all Australia jurisdictions, 
strata schemes are subject to the requirements of specific State or Territory laws as well as having their 
own internal rules. The internal rules of a strata schemes are more commonly referred to by the 
relevant legislation as ‘by-laws’.  
The by-laws, usually, are as enforceable as the governing law and are supported by a formalised 
process for dispute resolution. (BCCMA, Chapter 3, Part 5, Division 4) From a whole-of-community 
perspective, strata schemes can make regulating dwelling appearance, appropriate conduct and access 
to amenities easier for the elected committee of a managed community. This is because all occupants 
are required to comply with the by-laws. (BCCMA, Section 59) Residents, however, often have a 
different perspective of the by-laws and the people elected from the ownership community to enforce 
them, and their impact upon community amenity and lifestyle.  
As Barjarchary and Khan (2010) observed the operative management model within a managed 
community can impact, positively or negatively, on effective community governance and the manner 
of interaction between occupants. This extends to interactions between residents and the community 
‘regulators’. International research reinforces the importance on achieving both the appropriate mix of 
residents and the level and manner of their interaction as determinates of the likelihood of ‘survival’ of 
a managed community. (Lo and Wang, 2012) This also impacts upon the managed community’s 
attractiveness to potential investors and potential residents.  (Shen and Wu, 2012) 
The level of engagement between residents in a managed community is likely to be greater than that 
within a ‘traditional’ neighbourhood due to the proximity of dwellings and use of shared amenities by a 
limited number of residents. Irrespective of any conflict regarding governance, this increased level of 
engagement by itself can lead to, or exacerbate, issues between residents. (Cradduck, 2013) Issues can 
arise between an owner and the body corporate or its committee; between the body corporate and any 
onsite manager (who usually only looks after the units being rented and basic maintenance issues); 
between owners; between occupiers; or between an owner and its tenant. (Easthope et al, 2012) Issues 
can arise in respect of financial arrangements, management, service contractors or, probably more 
commonly – ‘inappropriate’ behaviour by your neighbour; or their child, pet or guest. 
Some types of disputes are more common than others but any dispute may impact negatively upon 
community life. A difficulty arises for prospective residents in that, where compulsory and confidential 
dispute resolution processes are proscribed by the relevant laws, identification of a community that is 
subject to disputes, and the nature of those dispute, may not be easy. (Cradduck, 2013) This will 
impinge upon informed decision making by prospective residents. One solution is to raise awareness of 
matters that may become disputes. 
Potential disputes 
Despite electing to live in a managed community, the concept of managed community living is foreign 
to many residents. Many do not appreciate that there is now another set of rules – the by-laws – that 
must be followed; and another ‘regulator’ – the body corporate and its elected committee – to whom 
owners and occupiers are answerable. Some residents continue to behave as though they are still living 
in an ‘traditional’ neighbourhood, where the only party with any say as to what they do on their 
property is themselves or, in the case of tenants, the owner of the house. What many residents do not 
appreciate is that there is also most likely an obligation on the body corporate committee to be aware of 
what the by-laws permit and what they prohibit as well as an obligation to enforce those by-laws. 
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(BCCMA, Section 94(1)(b)) The consequence of such legislative provisions being that the committee 
will be held personally responsible for any failure to enforce the by-laws and take action where a 
resident is in breach. (BCCMA, Section 101A; Section101B and Schedule 1A) There is therefore no 
choice – the by-laws must be enforced. (Bonapartes [2012]) 
Matters that may escalate to a dispute include behaviour occurring within the occupants’ residences as 
well as in/on the common property of the community scheme. Unauthorised parking in breach of the 
by-laws, in either allocated visitor or owner spaces or on the common property, is a very common type 
of dispute. (Easthope et al, 2012) Recent decisions reflect the nuisance caused by unauthorised 
parking. (Everton Green [2011]) When the offending conduct is both repeated and abusive matters are 
exacerbated. (Coventry No 12 [2012]) However, other than acting to enforce the by-laws by means of 
the dispute resolution processes proscribed in the relevant laws, the body corporate and the committee 
are restricted as to what actions may be taken. Self-help remedies, such as towing, is not supported by 
the law or condoned by the courts. (Admiralty Towers, [2001]) 
By-laws also may specifically regulate noise in that they provide that an owner or occupier of a unit 
must not create any noise that is likely to interfere with the peaceful enjoyment of another unit or the 
common property. (Nathans Villa [2011]) This type of by-law captures noise coming from within a 
unit as well as from the common property of the complex. (Mctaggarts Place [2007])  However, issues 
can arise not in respect of any breach of by-law but from ordinary use of the complex by residents. 
Poor building building design can lead to the construction of living areas in one unit on walls adjacent 
to bedrooms in the next, or the allocation of garages outside the bedrooms of other units. (Easthope et 
al, 2012) This impact was most recently observed by Adjudicator Underdown who noted that the noise 
complained of by the applicant was merely “ordinary sounds of residential living, in perhaps a not 
very solidly constructed building.” (GC3 [2012] [37]) There is no easy resolution of such matters. 
Making improvements to your property would seem to be a positive in any neighbourhood or 
community. However, within a managed community what you may want to do and how you may want 
to do it is suddenly the concern of others. Most managed communities have by-laws that restrict the 
nature and types of improvements that may be made, usually requiring that these are subject to 
approval from the full body corporate. This includes work undertaken within the individual unit as well 
as to the exterior of the unit or dwelling. (Jefferson Shores North [2012]) Most commonly imposed 
conditions are that the proposed work must be of a design and colour that is compatible with the rest of 
the complex, and that prior approval is required before work commences. Not all owners are 
appreciative of the process or the oversight this involves. (1 Holman Street [2012]) Without 
appropriate approvals, the Tribunal may order that the improvement must be removed. (see The 
Moroccan [2012] re an order to remove glass enclosing a balcony that had been installed without the 
necessary approval) Even something as simple as placing a doormat outside your front door, albeit on 
the common property, can be a contentious issue. (Ansonia [2012]) 
Approval for pets can cause perhaps the most emotive reactions.  By-laws, generally, may regulate use 
of the managed community, including what animals are permitted on it. (BCCMA, Section 169) 
However by-laws that ban pets outright; (Body Corporate for River City Apartments [2012]) or which 
seek to impose a weight restriction (212 on Margaret [2012]) may be held to be invalid as being 
oppressive or unreasonable. (BCCMA, Section 180(7)) Difficulties can arise when one owner is 
permitted to have a pet but another is not. (Warwick Court, [2012]) The by-laws must be applied 
indiscriminately as between all owners within a managed community.  This does not mean, however, 
that because some pets are approved all pets will be approved. This was highlighted in a case where 
approval was given for a cat but not for a Doberman. (Primrose Apartments,[2003])  
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A different set of issues may arise in respect of mixed-used managed communities. Separate from 
management issues, residential residents’ expectations of the amenity and use of their home differ from 
the expectations of business operators. For example, what is a reasonable level of noise will depend on 
the premise’s permitted use. Where the permitted use is use as a restaurant, the permitted noise level 
will be different to that where the use is residential. (The Rocks Resort, [2011]) While perhaps not 
impacting upon the value or amenity of the restaurant, this may have negative flow-on effects to 
neighbouring residential units. By-laws, however, have been applied to prohibit inappropriate noise 
levels arising from the normal use of air conditioning systems and ducts.  (St Tropez [2008])  
Finally, in addition to breaching any by-law, behaviour that constitutes a nuisance is specifically 
prohibited. (BCCMA, Section 167) This prohibition can be used to regulate a variety of behaviours. 
This includes those matters discussed above, as well as matters such as smoking within your own unit. 
Regulating or prohibiting smoking, however, has been a notoriously difficult issue for the passive 
smoker to achieve.  (Admiralty Towers, [2011]; Suncrest [2010])  
Where the dispute is between residents, or residents and the body corporate then in most instances 
before the parties are entitled to bring an application for the matter to be heard formally by the relevant 
tribunal the parties to the dispute must follow the mandatory dispute resolution processes proscribed in 
the relevant law. (BCCMA, Sections 228 and 229) This means that residents must, if required to, 
participate in compulsory internal dispute resolution processes and/or mediation and/or conciliation. 
This requirement, however, only applies to current residents. (Swell Apartments, [2010]) The desire to 
make a former resident accountable for their past conduct must follow other court procedures, if 
possible. 
Addressing the issues  
The consequence of compulsory enforcement of the by-laws is that, in practice, the ownership and 
occupancy of a managed community dwelling is subject to greater regulation and oversight than that 
applying to ‘traditional’ home ownership. What colour curtains you have in your home; or whether or 
not you put washing over your verandah rail to dry; or whether you may keep a pet and what sort is 
suddenly be subject to ‘input’ from others.  
The unfettered capacity of a resident in a managed community to control the use of their home, who or 
what may live with them, or to whom the property may be rented is considerably reduced in 
comparison with more traditional forms of home ownership. (Blandy et al, 2006) This is a reality of 
which many existing and potential residents appear oblivious. Many people do not understand this 
different way of living and as such resident expectations of their control and/or answerability to others 
can exacerbate many disputes. Some people simply do not know, or want to know, how managed 
communities operate or how to modify their behaviour to effectively, and happily, live in one. 
(Easthope et al, 2012) 
A lack of information and general consumer awareness of issues will impact upon prospective 
resident’s perceptions of community living. Many will continue to assume that the behaviour, and 
attitudes, that are appropriate to home occupation in a ‘traditional’ neighbour can be directly translated 
to life in a managed community. This assumption is incorrect. In order to address perceptions and 
prevent matters from escalating into disputes greater education of residents is required. While laws 
mandate that copies of by-laws must be provided to prospective owners and occupiers, in practice most 
do not bother to read these until it is too late – that is, only once a breach notice has been served. 
Despite the fact that the by-laws are binding upon all occupants (BCCMA, Section 59) most fail to 
appreciate the extra layer of governance they are signing up to. Increasing consumer awareness of their 
rights and obligations as residents in a managed community, and explaining the proscribed role of by-
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law enforcement, should address many of the erroneous perceptions and expectations of this form of 
home occupation. 
CONCLUSION 
Due to the confidentiality of the resolution processes, there is limited reporting of potential disputes. 
Court and tribunal decisions are only of those matters that have not been able to be resolved by internal 
means. Where literature does comment upon issues this discussion is limited. For example Lo and 
Wang’s (2012) notation of the language difficulties in the operation of a gated community in Beijing, 
were not subject to a dispute resolution process as the party affected simply withdrew from the 
committee. Similar restrictions arise where a dispute is resolved without the need for external referral 
and so no searchable formal record is kept. (Easthope et al, 2012) In these circumstances, the only 
means of being aware of the existence of a dispute is to undertake a full records search of the 
community records, and even then this will not reflect all issues within a community.  
Urbanisation, however defined (Forsyth, 2012) is increasing. As planners and developers move away 
from single use developments in favour of resort or mixed use developments how the disparate 
occupiers and users of these complexes will fit together are factors that need to be considered in the 
planning and construction processes. A failure to do so can aggravate the frequency and type of 
disputes. (Easthope et al, 2012) An effective and collaborative body corporate and committee will be 
essential to ensuring the ongoing success and viability of a managed community. (Whiteoak and 
Guilding, 2009)  A lack of an effect committee will have negative impacts on amenity. 
As community living becomes the norm for many Australians, without greater awareness of the 
idiosyncrasies of community living, disputes are likely to become more prevalent. For property 
developers, the issue becomes one of how to manage these issues to maximise their return and is thus 
generally a relatively short-term concern. However, where the full complex is being developed in 
stages, disputes may adversely impact upon the desirability for units in the coming stages and by 
extension the value of the developer’s investment. For residents, however, particularly owner-
occupiers, the more immediate issue is one of how to live in harmony with your neighbours. This 
article has sought to redress the lack of information available to residents in order to raise their 
awareness of potential issues and thus assist with perceptions and expectations of the nature of 
community living in comparison with that of a ‘traditional’ neighbourhood. The issue remains that 
managed community living is not suitable, or appropriate, for everyone. Increased consumer 
awareness, however, should assist in enabling residents to make more informed and more suitable 
choices about their residential accommodation requirements in the future. 
REFERENCE LIST 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (‘ABS’) (2012) “2011 Census of Population and Housing”, Australian 
Bureau of Statistics www.abs.gov.au  
Barjacharya, B. and Khan, S., (2010) “Evolving Governance Model for Community Building: 
Collaborative Partnerships in Master Planned Communities”, Urban Policy and Research, Vol. 28, No. 
4, pp. 471-485. 
Blandy, S., Dixon, J., and Dupuis, A. (2006) “Theorising power relationships in multi-owned 
residential developments: Unpacking the bundle of rights”, Urban Studies, Vol. 43, pp. 2365-2383. 
Buys, L., Godber, A., Summerville, J. and Barnett, K. (2007) “Building Community: Collaborative 
Individualism and the Challenge for Building Social Capital”, Australasian Journal of Regional 
Studies, Vol. 13, No. 3, pp. 287-298. 
	 8
Cradduck, L. (2013) “Parking, Parties and Pets: Disputes – The Dark Side of Community Living”, 
Proceedings of the 19th Annual Pacific Rim Real Estate Society Conference, 13-16 January 2013, 
RMIT, Melbourne, Australia. 
Cradduck, L. and Blake A. (2012) “The impact of tenure type on the desire for retirement village 
living”, Proceedings of the 18th Annual Pacific Rim Real Estate Society Conference, 15-18 January 
2012, UniSA, Adelaide, Australia. 
Easthope, H., Randolph, B. and Judd, S. (2012) “Governing the Compact City: The role and 
effectiveness of strata management” Report, City Futures Research Centre, May 2012. 
Flew, T. (2012) “Creative suburbia: Rethinking urban cultural policy – the Australian case”, 
International Journal of Cultural Studies, Vol. 15, No. 3, pp. 231-246. 
Forsyth, A. (2012) “Defining Suburbs”, Journal of Planning Literature, Vol., 27, Issue 3, pp.270-281. 
Jansen, D., Cuthill, M., and Hafner, D. (2012) “Defining Identity in the Face of Rapid Urban Growth: 
Changing Times in a Regional Australian City”, Urban Policy & Research, Vol. 30, No. 2, pp. 161-
174. 
Johnson, L. (2012) “Creative suburbs? How women, design and technology renew Australian suburbs”, 
International Journal of Cultural Studies, Vol. 15, No. 3, pp. 217-229. 
Lo, K. and Wang, M. (2012) “The development and localisation of a foreign gated community in 
Beijing” in Beijing Cities, available at http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2012.03.005 (accessed 
05.07.2012). 
MacKillop, F. (2012) “Balancing the need for affordable housing with the challenges of sustainable 
development in South East Queensland and beyond”, Proceedings of the 18th Annual Pacific Rim Real 
Estate Society Conference, 15-18 January 2012, UniSA, Adelaide, Australia. 
Maller, C. (2011) “Does Planning for Healthy Places Create Healthy Communities? Master-Planned 
Housing Estates and Efforts to Create Community”, Proceedings of the Community, City and 
Globalisation Round Table, 09-10 June, 2011, RMIT University, Melbourne. 
Shen, J. and Wu, F. (2012) “The Development of Master-Planned Communities in Chinese Suburbs: A 
Case Study of Shanghai’s Thames Town”, Urban Geography, Vol. 33, No. 2, pp. 183-203. 
Warnken, J., Guilding, C. and Cassidy, K. (2008) “A review of the nature and growth of multi-titled 
tourism accommodation complexes”, International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 24, pp. 
155-168. 
Whiteoak, J. and Guilding, C. (2009) “Managing the development of multi-titled golf complexes”, 
Pacific Rim Property Research Journal, Vol., 15, No. 1, pp. 68-89. 
Legislation 
Body Corporate and Community Management Act 1997 (‘BCCMA’) 
Cases 
1 Holman Street [2012] QBCCMCmr 551 (4 December 2012) 
212 on Margaret [2012] QBCCMCmr 400 (14 September 2011) 
Admiralty Towers [2001] QBCCMCmr 87 (14 February 2001) 
Admiralty Towers [2011] QBCCMCmr 264 (23 June 2011) 
Ansonia [2012] QBCCMCmr 466 (17 October 2012) 
Body Corporate for River City Apartments CTS 31622 v McGarvey [2012] QCATA 47  
Bonapartes Serviced Apartments [2012] QBCCMCmr 519 (20 November 2012) 
Coventry No 12 [2012] QBCCMCmr 30 (19 January 2012) 
Everton Green [2011] QBCCMCmr 576 (21 December 2011)  
GC3 [2012] QBCCMCmr 552 (4 December 2012)  
Jefferson Shores North [2012] QBCCMCmr 478 (24 October 2012) 
	 9
Mctaggarts Place [2007] QBCCMCmr 73 (12 February 2007) 
Nathans Villa [2011] QBCCMCmr 300 (20 July 2011) 
Primrose Apartments [2003] QBCCMCmr 455 (2 April 2003) 
Spencer v The Commonwealth (1907) 5 CLR 418  
St Tropez [2008] QBCCMCmr433 (21 November 2008) 
Suncrest [2010] QBCCMCmr 524 (24 November 2011) 
Swell Apartments [2010] QBCCMCmr 404 (31 August 2010) 
The Moroccan – Esplanade Tower [2012] QBCCMCmr 497 (8 November 2012) 
The Rocks Resort [2011] QBCCMCmr 80 (24 February 2011) 
Warwick Court [2012] QBCCMCmr 550 (3 December 2012) 
